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 Royal Street Land Co. v. Reed, No. 194 80 
Dear Mr. Butler: 
As attorneys for the respondents in this case, we submit 
this letter in supplementation of our brief, pursuant to 
Rule 24(j), U.R.A.P. Oral argument on this case is scheduled 
for Wednesday, May 7, 19 86, 
On February 20, 1986, the court decided Parkwest Village, 
Inc. v. Avise (No. 18720), 28 Utah Adv. Rep. 6 (1986). The 
case holds that Avise"s predecessor, Eliza Lake, had estab-
lished ownership by adverse possession of real property. 
Although Lake had paid taxes only upon surface improvements, 
the court held that the payment of taxes requirement of Utah 
Code Ann. § 78-12-12 (1977) had been satisfied because Summit 
County had assessed no taxes against the land. 28 Utah Adv. 
Rep. at 7-8. 
The instant case involves nearly identical assessments of 
tax by Summit County against improvements, but not the underly-
ing realty. One issue raised on this case is whether the 
characterization of the taxes paid by respondents as taxes on 
the improvements destroys respondents' adverse possession claim 
to the land. It is respondents1 position that, where no tax is 
lawfully assessed against the land, ownership of the land by 
adverse possession can be established without payment of taxes 
on the land. (See respondent's brief, pp. 10-13.) Parkwest 
Village so held. Respondents believe Parkwest Village supports 
their position that the sole issue for the court's decision in 
this case is whether payment of the $5 per acre tax imposed by 
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Utah Code Ann. § 59-5-57 (1973) on "mines and mining claims" 
prevents the Reeds from acquiring title to the surface estate 
by adverse possession. (See respondents' brief, pp. 3, 10, 
12-13.) 
Respondents also offer Parkwest Village in support of their 
position that they had already established their adverse pos-
session rights when a change in assessment occurred in 1973, 
because they and their predecessors had been in possession for 
50 years prior to that change. (See respondents' brief, 
p. 12.) In Parkwest Village, the court held that Lake had been 
in possession for 23 years prior to a change in assessment in 
1975, and thus had perfected her adverse possession right 
before 1975. 28 Utah Adv. Rep. at 8. 
Respectfully, 
SNOW, CHRISTENSEN & MARTINEAU 
Rodney RA Parker 
RRP/wp 
cc: M. Scott Woodland 
Samuel 0. Gaufin 
William J. Reed 
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